ERIC 



DOCOMBIT I^SOU 



BO 145.355 

iOTBOB 
TIIIB 



IMSTZTOTIOR 
SPOIS AGEKCT 

FOB O&TE 
COBTBACT 
lOTE 

EDBS PBICE 
DESCBIPTOBS 



IDEMTIFIEBS 



C6 Oil 907 

Kip&is, D^otlir HcBride; Kiddec, Loaise H. 
Practice, Perfcriance, and Sex: Sex-Bole 
Appropriateness, Saccess, and Failure as Detereinants 
of Hen*s and-Boaen's Task Learning Capability. 
Technical Beport Bo. 1. 

Oni»ersity City Science Center, Philadelphia, Pa. 
Office of Baval Besearchy iashington, B.C. 
Organizational Effectiveness Besearch Prograe. 
Hay 77 

liOOia-75-C-0618 \ 
66p. f 

HF-$0.33 BC<$(i.67 Plus Postage. 
Achieveaent; *Andrcgyny: *Failare Factors; 
•Perceptual Botor Learning; Perforaance Factors; 
Psychoaotor Skills; *Bacial Differences; Sex 
Differences; *Sex Bole; *Sttccess Factors 
•Fear of Success 



ABSTBACT „ 

This Study ezaaines the perforaance of 85 aen and 
voaes in tvo aotor learning tasks, which were identified as tasks 
usually perforaed better by voaen or alternatively, by aen. Both aen 
and noaen deaonstrated best task learning vhen they believed that 
aost aeabers of their sex did veil on the task, and vhen no 
evaluative judgaents were aade on theis learning progress, ioaen 
eoloyed the tasks aore when they were told the activitiea were ones 
wkich aen did well rather than those in which weaen did well. Bhen 
the tasks were described as jobs woaen could do well, both aen and 
woaen saw then as aore dependent on luck. Onexpected in this study 
was the fact that black aen and woaen described th^aselves as aore 
aascnline on the Bea Sex-Bole Inventory than did the whites. The race 
differences in this self -perception should be further investigated. 
The nuaber of subjects in the study is saall, but results are 
replicable. (Author/PFS) 
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mance in tw no tor learning casks /^as examined ir. an experimental laarnins 
sicuation in which unfamiliar tasks were identiiiad as tasks in which tten's 
^performance was usually superior to vosen's, or alternatively, as tasks in 
which wl5aen*s perforsance was usually super iod to nen's. Both tasks ware so 
structured that learners could keep track of perfortiance Izprovecent over 
tiae; learners we'r^e also given feedback by the experinenter describing 
success and failure in tertjs of conparlsons of their perfomance w-lth that 



t .41* t1 1473 CtirtON e» I NCV «S IS 51$0* 



UNCLASSITIED 



- ^— - ( 

of Other individuals. Observations were made of learner ^s goal-setting, 
duration of voluntary practice, actual performance, and attributions of 
perforaance effectiveness hy learners to ability, luck, effort, task 
dif faulty, and sex. 

Subjects t7ere 85 Psychology I students at Teaple University, 

Results were that: (1) Both oen and^ women demonstrated best task 
learning when they believed that most other ombers of their sex did veil 
on the tasks they were learning and no evaluative comments were made on 
. their progress in learning. 3oth men and women learned least well when 
they believed that r/en though most other members of their sex could do 
well at the task they were working on, their own leamis^ progress was 
p<K}r. However, men reacc^ to feedback describing their progress as poor 
by discounting the importance of the task as a measure of ability, and 
by es^hasizing the importance of effort. Women accepted ai^ believe in 
the negative evaluation of their perfons^at^e capability. (2) Men performed 
better on a test trial than they bad been performing during their practice 
jtist bSiore the test. Women did more poorly on the* test trial than they 
had been\oing during their practice. (3) Women enjoyed the tasks more 
when they w^e described as activities which men did well than when they 
were describ^d.^ activities, women did well. When tasks were describe 
as depending onrnasev^^^te skills, both sen women saw them as d^^iandi^ 
more effort for effectiW performance than when the same tasks had been 
described as dependent on feminine skills. ^When the tasks were described 
as jobs which usually women could do veil, loth men and women saw thei as 
^re dependent on luck. (^) Slack men and women volunteers described th^* 
selves as sore masculine on the 3^ Sex-ible Inventory than did '^ite sen 
* and women. 

Results are interpreted in relation to men's and women's perception 
of achievsent, methods of self -evaluation, and anxieties over performance 
evaluation by others. The race differences in self-perc^tions relating 
to masculinity, unexpected in Shis study, are an outcome ^ich should be 
investigated in further research. 
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Our understax&dli^ of the similarities and differences between iMn*s and 
wcncn's approaches to vork has yet to catch up with the fact that esployers 
are suddenly recruiting women for positions that were previously held only by 
wta* Uhlle some studies reveal parallels between masculine and f^sinlne 
achievement behavior and attitudes (Veroff, Wilcox, and Atkinson, 1953), the 
parallels are not complete. Concepts and measures of men's achiev^i^t 
cannot be simply translated to investigations of women (French & Lesser, 1964; 
Hoffman, 1972; Klinger, 1966). 

The failure to understand sex differences in achievement striving has 
created a void in the applicability of research findings to organizational 
regulation. Inasmuch as women either have already been Included or are be* 
coming included in a great many work organizations which were previously all 
male, it is Increasingly Important to gain an understanding of the simi* 
larities and differences between masculine and feminine approaches to work. 

One theory of sex differences which looked promising for a while was 
bae^ on Homer's (1968) Concept of fear of success. Homer's thesis w4s 
basically an elaboration of the theory proposed by Atkinson (1964) for boy's 
and men's achievement motivation and behavior. She thought the same variables 
were important for women as for men, but added to the list a "fear of success" 
for wom@. She contexuied that women about to win in acMevggent testing 
situations, especially in competition with men, withdrew failed to do 
their best work. 

* there are several questions about Homer's concept. For instance, 
perhaps fear of success is not a irotivational deficit on the part of women 
but rather a realistic perception chat women are likely to be punished for ex- 
celling in certain achievement-related activities (!fenahan, Kunn, and Shaver, 



1974;, Coatrlch, FeiMtein* Kidder * Marecek, and Fascale, 1975). Another 
author has also argued that it Is difficult to distinguish fear of success 
fxm fear of failure (Shaver, 1976). 

In tim study to be reported ve have not attaapted to measure fear of 
flNiccess by any of the techniques in current use* Instead, ve have tried to 
Cd^re mta^s and women's actual^ task performance following competitive 
success or cmpetitive failure, and to combine observations of performaiu:e 
with an examination of men's and womn's subjective e^lanations or causal 
attributions related to that perforaance. 

Sex differences in causal attributions, or in men's axui womm's thmries 
as td the variables which account for success and failure, appe^ to be 
related to sex differences in achievenent activities (Deaux, Emswiller, 1974; 
Frieze, 1975; Falbo, Beck, and Melton, 1976), Sex differences in attributions 
include a def^isive bias in boys which leads thai to deny failure, and a self* 
derogatory bias in girls which leads th^ to credit failure more to lack of 
ability than they credit success to high ability (Hicholls, 1975) • Women 
C^re than men) may also attribute success to effort or luck (Deaux and Farrls, 
1974), or to external factors such as luck or the easiness of tasks to be 
done (3ar-Tal and Frieze, 1973; Simon and Feather, 1973), when they are 
fortiKiate enough to experience success* 

Resi^rchers Interested in attribution theory and sex differences in 
self -evaluative processes have concentrated their effort on explanations of 
access and failure. They have overlooked the fact that what Is experienced 
as success and ^at Is experienced as failure are highly subjective phenomena 
in th«aselves. Furthermore, attribution theory, as originally conceived by 
Helder (1958), described a more general process. Attributions were expected 
to describe individual's theories of the causal relationships underlying 



rmts M thty appeared, not their appearance only. Two events identical in 
appearance might be perceived as stemning irom^differ'ent attributes If (a) 
the individuals perceiving them held different standards for evaluatlont or 
different methods of defining that \^ch was consider^ a success and that 
which was considered a failure, or (b) the actors engaging in the events 
differed in ways presumed to affect the likelihood of the event's appearance 
or outcOTes. 

Attributions about personal success or failure represent individual's 
accounts of the determinants underlying their own outcomes or performance 
proficiency. There is latitude in what a person might choose to regard ^s a 
success or as a failure; there is room for difference amon^ individuals in 
what th^ choose to regard as the irore important qualities underlying pro* 
flclent performance t and fljially, there are possible differences between 
individuals in the extent to which they regard general theories of causality 
or attributions to be applicable to themselves. 

One explanation fox sex differences in achievement motivation and 
behavior* is that men and women attend to different kiirfs of information in 
evaluating thenselves and their own performance (Kiprils, 1974; Veroff, 1977). 
As a result of different socialization experiences and different social 
milieus in adult life, men and women mayL acquire and apply different criteria 
when they evaluate their own proficiency- Hen in American society typically 
have a lot of experience comparing their performance to that of other men or 
boys performing the same activity. Competitive athletics, competitive games, 
and even classroom performance can be evaluated through such interpersonal 
comparisons if one is attuned to it. Women are traditionally socialized in 
a iMre socially isolated or restricted fashion; they play fewer competitive 
games or tjie garnet that they do play are competitive on^ indirectly (Lever, 



1976), they spend more time vlth adults (Bromfenbrenner, 1970; Long and 

Henderson, 1973), and parents or guardians protect girls from potentially 

ttneulcable or threatening companions. Such different socialization histories 

might plausibly lead boys and men to evaluate their performance records 

through interpersonal comparison. Girls and vonen might use performance 

m 

criteria embedded in task results themselves if their higher exposure to . 
adult demands has led them to look for such results. 

A sMond possible explanation for sex differences in achievement ^ 
motivation and behavior Is that performances enacted by men and wqmen appear 
Inherently different* If men* s performances appear to reflect a different* 
underlying series of variables because they come from men, or because the 
performamce Itself is' sex- typed, while women ^s performances are presumed to 
reflect a different substratum simply because they come from women^ or are 
sex-typed. as faainlne, then sex-typing is a key feature ^f the attribution 
process. 

If so, men and women may use different criteria to evaluate their own 
performance because they hold different theories about the performances of 
men ai^ women in general. For example. If men^s work is thought to feature 
strength and agility, or Intelligence (ability), perhaps all who perform a 
man's job can credit greater ability to themselves as their performance 
Improves, Aether the performer is a man or a woman. Similarly, if women* s 
work seeois to entail patience and persistence (effort), all who succeed in 
mastering a task given a feminine job description may receive credit for 
"trying." 

METHOD 

The present study is an effort to disentangle the various explanations 

for sex differences in task performance, causal attributions, and self- 

% 
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tvaluationa. Se used two tasks at which performance was likely to improve 
with practice. The casks gave the learners constant feedback about their 
proficiency. The experimenter (£) also gave the learners feedback about 
their proficiency compared with that of other people working on the same 
tasks. The E manipulated the sex*typing of the tasks by saying that either 
men or women typically performed better than members of the other sex on 
each of the tasks. All of the men and women practice<f one task which they 
thought their own sex performed better and one which they thought the 
opposite sex did better. 

Each of the men and women described the variables he or she felt 
accounted for good performance on each of the tasks. After a period of 
practice long enough to give the person an opportunity to formulate a judgment 
based on bis/her own experience, each subject (S) was asked to describe the 
extent to which he/she th<^ht performance on the task was determined by 
effort, ability, luck, the difficulty of the task itself, or sex. Finally, 
each man or woman described how well he/she had done on each of the two tasks. 
He/she also described how much effort he/she had put into ^ learning the task 
and how much he/she had enjoyed it. 

The first explanation for sex differences in achievement behavior was 
that men and women differ in the relative weights that 4lky give to feedback 
derived from the task itself as compared with social comparison, or in our 
experiment, E^^s assessment of S^*s performance as compared with that of other 
individuals. Men were expected to give greacer weight to social comparison 
in forming their self-evaluations while women were ^pect^d to base their 
self-evaluaticns more extensively on task feedback. One would expect such 
a difference in subjective aspects of self-evfluation produce behavioral 
differences between men and women in the conditftns under which they would 



^ptactlce, their standards for their own perfonnante, and the degree of pro- 
*fleiefiC7 with which they would content themselves in their rask learning. 

Our second explanation dealt with sex-typing of tasks and attributions 
of task performance according to sex-typing. If attributions of task perfor- 
ttaace differ according to sex-typing, it is possible that the impact of 
success or failure also varies according to sex-typing. Such a difference 
t^uld be expected to 'be danonstrated by the application of different standards 
and evaluation processes to masculine an^ feminine tasks, and different 
Reactions to evaluation by qjen and women according to the sex-appropriateness 
of the; task they were performing. 
Sub;lects 

Subjects (£) were 85 Psychology I students, 43 males and 42 females, who 
volunteered in partial fulfillment of course requirements. When they signed 
up for the experiment, they knew only that it involved motor learning* 

Early experience with volunteer rates with is of both sexes indicated 
that there waa likely to be a racial difference ^^ich partially overlapped 
with S^'s sex: the great majority of the ^sale S^s were white, but almost half 
of the f^aale S^s were black. Because the relationship between race and sex 
differences is not at all understood at the present time, and because Che 
appearance of the sex difference in race seemed to be an inevitable outcome 
of the composition of the Temple student body, we decided to record S^'s race 
and to Hise it in data analyses for post hoc comparisons. The small number 
of black men does not permit equivalent analyses for both sexes* However, 
the data analyses based on race gave rise to several Interesting results. 

Ss were assigned to conditions in rotating order, and variations in 
niaaiber of black and white women in the various conditions are at a chance . 
level. The number of black and white S_s of each sex in each condition is 

er|c 1^: 



giV€Q In Appendix A. 
Procedure 

Two tasks were selected because they permitted indefinitely prolonged 
loproveront or learning and because they %ave the lea- • ntlnuous pro- 
gress record lii quantitative terms, ohould he or she u.*vwse to attend to it. 

The first task, a pursuit rotor, is the standard laboratory task often 
used in experiments on motor learning* The pursuit rotor operated at four 
speeds, 15, 30, 45, or 60 revolutions per minute, with a 20 second rest 
period following each 20 second period of rotation. A timer registered the 
number of seconds Ss remained on target in each 20 second trial. These 
scores were easily visible to S^s at the conclusion of each trial; in addition, 
read the score alo- d as/she recorded it. 

The second task, -a labyrinth, is a game sold in toy shops in which the ^ 
player scores points by rolling a steel marble along a path on a tilting 

latform, avoiding holes beside the path through which the marble can fall. 
Each hole is numbered, and the score is the number of the hole reached when 
the marble drops down. The player guides the marble ^by tilting the track 
platform, controlling the direction and amount of tilt with two knobs which 
he manipulates, one with each hand. 

The pursuit rotor had a feature which permitted data gathering on a 
variable whfch the labyrinth did not afford. Each person could select the 
degree of difficulty of the task he would attempt by regulating the speed of 
the turntable for each of his 20 second trials. The ]| demonstrated the 
slowest and fastest ratea and told £ that he could adjust the turntable for 
each trial to any of the four speeds. 

The pursuit ro<or was the first task for all ^s. Each person practiced 
for five 20 second trials. He/she then answered two questiotlnaire items, 
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oae describing how w^ll he/she was doing on a scale marked from poor to 
excellent, cnt describing how nuch he/she was enjoying the task on a 

coutinuuia ranging from "not at all" through "very much". £ also asked to 
Judge the extent to which performance on the pursuit rotor reflected luck, 
effort, abUltyv task difficulty, or the sex of the person attempting it, 

£ then practiced for as long as he/she wished, selecting his/her own 
speeds for each trial. When S^s were satisfied with their performance, they 
notified E, wlto then conducted two final "test" trials at 45 and 60 rpm, set 
by E* After the two test trials, Ss again answered the questionnaire items 
describing how well they had done at learning the pursuit rotor, how much 
they had enjoyed it, and one added item describing how hard they had tried. 
£ also repeated his/her judgments on how much performance depended on luck, 
effort:, ability, task difficulty, or sex, and responded to a brief interview, 
to be described below. ^ 

E t^hen continued to the second half of the experiment, the labyrinth 
task* After explaining the task, she permitted S to practice guiding the 
marble for 3 minutes, timed with a stop watch. She then asked to answer 
the same questionnaire items that were us^d after the first practice period 
on the pursuit rotor. 

S then practiced the labyrinth for as long as he/she wished, and 
notified E, when he/she was satisfied with his/her performance. E then 
administered one last trial which was described as the score to be used for 
S^^s record. Again, responded to the same questionnaire and interview items 
that were used at the termination of the pursuit rotor. ^ 

Finally, S briefly interviewed £ about the two tasks and about S_*s own 
beliefs about sex differences on these and other tests, arid administered 
Bern's Androgyny Scale or the Bern Sex-Role Inventory (Bern, 1974).^ E thanked 
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S for participating in the experiment » made it clear that the experiment was 
over, and explained and discussed the purposes of all features of the 
experiment t including the points ac which deception was introduced. Ss 
were asked not to discuss the experiment with classmates as their classmates 
were possible future volunteers • No S_s gave any hint of knowing about 
experimental details up through the end of the data collecting period. 

All data were obtained in individual experimental and testing sessions 
by two Es. Both Es were white women who were probably regarded by Ss as 
graduate students in psychology* 
Sex^Appropriateness of Tasks 

Both tasks were selected ito be sufficiently novel that S^s would be 
unlikely t6 hold preconceived ideas of whether men or women would be likely 
to perform better on them. The £ told half of the men and half of the women 
that women could usually perform better on the pursuit rotor than men. The 
other half of the men and women were told that men could usually perform 
better than women, ^en the pursuit rotor was described as a task at which 
women did better than men E demonstrated the pursuit rotor in operation, 
explained , the timer, and then said ''...This particular task has been used^ 
in research a great many investigators. Generally speaking, it^s a task 
at which women do better than men since it seems to be a measure of fine 
motor skills and manual dexterity of a very precise kind. Women seem to be 
outstanding in fine motor skills that take precise coordination jus^as men, 
on the average, outdo women in strength ... The pursuit rotor apparently 
demonstrates the kind of ability that is important for many^of the occu- 
pational fields in which women do better than men, like those which require 
handling or assembling small, complex instruments and many types of clerical 
jobs. Bell Telephone Company, for example, has found from experience that 
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women are better able than men to put together the small, transistorized 
parts of the telephone." To describe the pursuit rotor as a masculine task, 
E said This particular task has been used in research by a great many 

investigators. Generally speakings it is a task at which men can do better 
than women a$ it seems to involve coordination of eyes and hands or visual 
motor coordination. This is important in aiming, throwing or hitting in 
games like baseball or basketball, as well as in other activities, such as 
hunting." 

The labyrinth was also introduced as ^ task at which the performance of 
either men or women was said to be superior. For S^s for whom the pursuit 
rotor .had been' introduced, as a task at which women were more proficient than 
^ men, the labyrinth was introduced as a \:ask at which men were more proficient 
than women. If the pursuit rotor had been Introduced as a task at which 

men were more successful, the labyrinth was Introduced as a task at which 

f 

* women were more successful. The wording of the twp rationales was -identical 
to that used to describe the pursuit rotor - 
Social Comparison Feedback 

The E gave S_ the impression that his/her performance was unusually good 
or unusually pSor, relative to that of other Ss who been in for the 
experiment, in two of the three social comparison conditions. In the third, 
£ gave the same test or check trials but did not comment on ^*s performance* 

Success . On the pursuit rotor, after S. completed the questionnaire" 
items after the first five trials and took the sixth trial for which set 
the speed at 43 rpm, read the score aloud, recorded it, and then said, 
"Wow! That's the best score I've seen anyone get after this little bit of 
practice," On the lab^nrinth while S_ was filling out the questionnaire after 
lis/her first three minutes of practiw-i, E_ pretended to look over S^'s scores. 



When £ retinrned the questionnaire, E said, '*Your highest score was (whatever 
jscore had reached on his or her best trial), That^s the furthest I've 
seen anyone get after this little bit of practice," 

Failure . On the pursuit rotor; E said after the teat trial, "You're 
really not doing very well. Almost everyone else can keep on target longer 
that that after this much .practice," On the labyrinth, when returned the* 
questionnaire E^ said, "You're really not doing very well on this one. Almost 
everyone else got past (whatever score had reached on his or her best trlall 
after this much practice," 

No Social Comparison . On the gursuit rotor S^s took the sixth trial at 
the sp*ecified speed, 45 rpm, but E^ did not comment on Ss^ performance. On 
the labyrinth, Ss were asked to stop practicing after the first three minutes 
and tp' fill out the questionnaire, but no commerit was made on their perfor- 
mance tiefore thjay were allowed to resume practice. / , ^ / , 
Ex perimental Design 

- Social comparison feedback was scheduled in such a way that all Sjs who 
were told that their performa^e was best* (success) on the first cask, the 
pursuit rotor, were told that their performance was^ po^t (failure) on the 
second, the labyiinth. Those who experienced failure on the pursuit rotor 
experienced success on the labjnrinth. This was done both in-order, to 
attenuate the Impact of failure and £o increase the believability%f the 
experimental conditions. Ss who received no feedback on the pursuit rotor 
also received none on the labyrinth, > 

Each experienced one task as a task at which members of his/her own 
sex usually did best, and one at which members of the opposite sex usually 
did best, , ^ ^ ^ ' ^ 

Measures of dependent variables (to be described) were obtained before 



as veil as after the success or failure treatments for each of the two tasks. 
The experimental design is depicted in Table 1. Within each sex» Ss were 
assiiped to conditions in rotating order* An effort was made to obtain an 
equal nui&ber of male and female Ss. 
Sependent Variables 

Foiir kinds of measures were obtained in the course of the experiment: 
41} Behavioral measures of: 

a« Goal setting 

b. Practice effort 

c. Performance 

(2) Subjective, seHrxeport measures of: 

a»- Enjoyment 
^ Effort 

c. Proficiency ^ 

d. Goals held during practice 

(3) £*s attributions of perfortnance on each of the ::asks — that is, 
J his/her judgments of how nmch performance depended on each of 

five performance determinants: 

/ /. ,a. Sex 

'b. Abiliror' 
^ Effort 

d* Task difficulty . 

e. Luck 

(4) Self-descriptive personality d4ta on mascuT^inity-femininity * 
The measures obtained were as follows: * 

# (1) Behavioral Measures 

a. Goal Setting s The rpm Ss chose for their practice efforts 
on the pursuit rotor were taken as indicators of the degree of challengt 
S^s were willing to set for themselves, with the 60 rpm speed assumed to 
be obviously the most difficult task, and the 15 rpm speed the least 
difficult. There was no conparable measure on the labyrinth. 

b. Practice Effort . The neasure of effort on the pursuit 
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Table 1 

Experimental Design Treatiaent Sequences and Labels of EKperlaental Conditions 



Pursuit Rotor 



Labyr inth 



Sex Labeling 


Social Cmsparison 


Sex Labeling 


Social C<»iparison 


Condition Designation 


^ Treatment • 


Treatment 


Treatii^nt 


Treatment 




Masculine 


Success 


Feminine 


Failure 


Masculine-FAinine: Success-Failure 


tkisculinc 


Failure 


Feminine 


Success 


Masculine-Feminine : Failure-Success 


MascuHne 


No Coinment 


Feminine 


No Coinment 


Masculine-Feminine: No Crament 


Feminine 


Success 


Masculine 


Failure 


Feminine-Masculine : Success-Failure 


Feminine 


Failure 


Masculine 


Success 


Feminine'*Mdacullne: Failure-Success 


Feminine 


No Comment 


Masculine 


No Comment 


Feminine-Masculine: No Connien^ 



O \Ck 



20 



ro,tor was the number of trials S_ chose to practice before requesting 
the test trial* On the labyrinth* E recorded the time, in seconds, 
from ^s' resumption of practice after receiving social comparison 
feedback, to their decision to stop for the final "test". - ~ 

c. Performance . Three performance measures were obtained from 
the pursuit rotor data. The first, pre-social comparison measure was 
the number of seconds (out of 20) that ^s remained on target during 
the sixft trial at the 45 rpm speed set by E. After social comps risc\, 
when Ss said they were ready for the final tests, the same measure was 
obtained from the 45 rpm and the 60 rpm final trials. 

Several performance measures were obtained from the labyrinth 
data. The first, £'s Best Scores were the highest Scores attained 
by in either the initial 3 minute practice period or the post— 
feedback practice period. ^ Sums, either over the last five trials 
within the first three minutes or over the postfeedback practice - 
^period, were also recorded for each £. Each £ also received a Test 
Trial Score for the trial taken to measure his/her final performance 
"for the record". 

(2) Subjective Reports ^ 

a. Enjoyment . Ss responded to the questionnaire item describing 
their' enjoyment of each task twice: after completion of the initial 
practice period but before social comparison success or failure feedback 
and again after the final test trial, ^s were asked to place a check 
mark along a line to describe how much they were enjoying the task, 
with the lower end labeled "not at all'' and the upper, "very muqh", 
Re^onses were scored according to the distance of S^s* check marks 
from the lower end of the scale. 



Ef f ort * At the conclusion of each of the two tasks, Ss 
Indicated how^nuch effort they had put into the task, from "very 
little" to "very auch", with the response scored in the same way. 

c. Proficiency * Ss gave subjective evaluations of their 
learning progress or performance on each task twice: after com* 
plecion of the initial practice period but before social comparison 
success or failure feedback and at the end of each task. Ss 
described how well they believed they were doing (or had done) 
along a continuum described as "poor" at its lower -end to "excellent 
at the top. * 

d. _ Self-Expressed Goals * At the jend of each of the tasks, 
asked, "Did you have a goal while you were practicing on the 

iask?" If the answer was yes, E asked S^ to describe it, Z also 
asked £ how he/she decided when to take the test trial, whethfr-or 
not he/she felt he/she had made progress in learning the task, and - 
to describe any turning points in ^earning progress he7she could 
remember* 

(3) Attributions of Performance ^ Attributions were described 
through the use of a device similar to a pie diagram which allowed 
S^s to ascribe performance on each task to any of five possible 
deterainants: sex, ability, effort, luck, or task difficulty./^ 
The device was made of flip circular qardboard discs, of different 
colors, each disc slit to its center and slipped on its axis 
through each of the others so that the amount of each colar showing 
could be adjusted by S^. Each color was labeled with one of the 



five attributes I and S^s adjusted the series o£ discs to display their 
best judgment of the amount that performance on the task depended on 
each of the five qualities, Ss could obliterate any of the five 
qualities if they so chose, or they could state that one of the quali 
ties named completely accounted for performance effectiveness. 

The dcore for each attribution was the number of degrees, out 
of the 360 available in the complete set of discs, that £ assigned 
to each of the five possibilitias. Four of the f ive^-natural 
ability, effort, luck, and task difficulty — are the ^standard attri- 
butions measured in most inve<itigations concerned with attribution 
theory. The fifths sex, was added because of its special interest 
to the present study, and because other investigators have reported 
that many individuals will add attributes other than those given 
in most experiments if they have the opportunity (Frieze, 1975; 
Falbo, Becfc and Melton, 1976). Ss made these judgments twice for , 
each task: after initial practice but before social comparison 
success or failure, and at the end of each task. 
(4^ Measure of Masculinity-Femininity . We used Bern's Sex-Role 
Inventory, or the BSRI, and scored it according to the procedure 
described by Bern and ^^atson (1976). After the recommendation of 
Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1975), the procedure establishes a ^ 
fourfold classification of Ss as either masculine (high masculine- 
low f^ainine) , feminine (high feminine-low masculine) , androgynous 
(high masculine-high feminine), or undifferentiated (low masculine 
low feminine) . 



RESULTS 

Goal Setting 

The average rpm chosen by Ss during their first five practice trials 
oa the pursuit rotor was the behavioral measure of level of aspiration, or 
the degree of challenge preferred by S^s in their chosen tasks • There were 
no statistically significant differences by sex or by sex*labeling of the 
tasl^efore social comparison success or failure, although there-^^^^ slight 

trend in the direction of males choosing higher speeds of rotation than 

J 

f^aiales (F (1, 81) - 2.31; £ C ,20), 

Social comparison success and failure, however, produced a highly 
significant effect. £s who failed their first test confined their subsequent 
practice to the selected test trial speed, 45 rpm, S^s vho succeeded at the 
first test trial did not differ in. their subsequent practice at 45 rpm from 
Ss to whom no comment was made. However, those who were successful in 
their first five trials chose the 60 rpm setting more often than the Ss 
to whom no comment was made, who In turn, to practice at ^60 rpm 

more often than the Ss who had experienced failure. Average proportions 
of practice trials at 45 and at 60 rpm are shown in Table 2. The F tests 
for proportions of trials at 45 rpm and for proportions of trials at 60 
rpm, are highly significant as a function^of social 'comparison feedback: 
(F (2, 73) - 10.02; £ < .001) for proportion of trials at 45; (F (2, 73) » 
7,63; £ < .001) for proportion of trials at 60. There are no other signifi- 
cant effects. Thus, the effect of feedback conveying information about 
quality of performance relative to that of other individuals was the same 
for both sexes. Failure f oc ised subsequent attention on mastering the task 
under the conditions at which performance had been said to be poor. Success 
shifted attention to a more difficult task. Either |30sitive or negative 



18 



Table 2 

froportions of Practice Trials Selected at 45 and at 60 rpms after Social 
. Compatison Success, Failure^ or No Coiament on Early Test Trial . 



Social 
Comparison 
Treatment 

Success 

Failure 

No Coiaaent 



Avfrage 
Proportion 
at 45 rpuLS 

.32 

.59 

.34 



Average 
Proportion 
at 60 rpms 

, .49 

*20 

.38 



N 
29 

28^ 
28 
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feedback produced a departure from usual behavior ^nder the **ao comment" 

condition, and did so equally for men and women* 

Practice 

Both the pursuit rotor and ^the, labyrinth gave objective measures of the 
effort Ss would devote to perfecting tl^eir performance. The measure of 
practice effort based on the pursuit rotor data was the number of periods of . 
rotation chose to practice before a^ing for his/her test trials. For the 
labyrinth, the measure was based oh the length of time practiced before 
requesting the final trial "for the record^'. Square roots of time (in 
seconds) were ^d to reduce skewness for the labyrinth measure. 

There were no significant differences as a function -of sex- labeling of 
^ tasks or social comparison treatment on either of the tasks. However, women 
tended to practice longer than sen before as^ng for their test trial on 
both. Average amounts of practice for males and females are given in Table 3* 
While the F for the sex difference is not quite significant for the pursuit 
rotor tiata (F (I, 73) » 3.59; p < *100 the same sex difference appears for the 
labyrinth data, with women again taking longer to practice than men (F (1,^71) 
- 3. 15; ? - .081).^ One other difference also approached significance for the 
labyrinth, an interaction between sex of 3^ and- the sex-labeling of the .task, 
with both men and women practicing longer when the labyrinth was described 
as a task at which members of their sex did well. (£ (1, 71) * 3.05; 
£ « .086) . 



Two S^s who reported having practiced extensively on the labyrinth at home, 
and whose scores clearly reflected extensive previous practice, were 
eliminated from all data analyses on^he la^byrinth task. 
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Table 3 

Average Ancuncs of Voluntary Practice on Pursuit Rotor 
and Labyrinth by Men and by Women 



Task 
Pursuit Rotor 

Labyrinth 



Measure Men 

Average Number 5.4 

of Trials 
f 

Average Seconds * 15.1 
of Effort 
(square root) 



N Women 
43 7*0 



41 



17.3 



N 
42 

42 
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' Performance 

Both the pursuit rotor and the labyrinth gave objective aeasures of 
perfonaance effectiveness which were obtained both before social comparison 
success or failure and after Ss had been permitted to practice, as they 
wished, until they ^ere satisified with their performance. 

Pursuit Rotor Performance , There was a sizeable sex difference in per- 
formance on Trial 6, the trial fox which S^s were required to perform at 45 
rpm. Men averaged S.41 seconds on target; women 5.96 and the difference 
Is significant at the .001 le-<l (F (1, 81) « 19.87; <.001). By the end 
of l;he self-regulated practice period, the sex difference in favor of men, 
while still statistically significant, was reduced; (F (1, 73) » 7.85; _p « 
.007), Men's average nunber of seconds on target increased to 10.12 and 
womea^s to 8.03. Women compensated partially for their initial disadvantage 
by longer practice. Neither social comparison, nor describing the task as 
one on which men or women excelled, produced statistically significant 
effects* 

In view of the sex difference, an analysis of covariance, using Ss 
pre-feedback levels of performance as a covariate, was performed to test 
the significance of differences in perfor:nance increments between men and 
women after social comparison treatment and subsequent practice efforts. 
All differences, including sex differences, differences according to sex- 
labeling treatment, and 'differences according to social comparison were 
statistically non-significant in this analysis as well. 

Performance on Labyrinth . In contrast to results dealing with the pur- 
suit rotor, all performance measures on the labyrinth after social comparison 
feedback showed significant differences between seK-labeling and social 
comparison treatments. As with the pursuit rotor, men performed significant- 



ly better <han women during the first thre^ minutes of practice. This was 
true using either 3^*s best score obtained during the first three minutes of 
practice, or the sum of S^'s last five trials in the initial practice period 
as the measute of performance (Best score: F (1, 79) - 5.80; £» .019; Sum 
of last five trials: F (1, 79) - 7.56; £ - .008). / 

Following social comparison feedback, a significant interaction between 
sex, sex-labeling of the task, and social comparison appeared. Both men .and 
women performed comparatively poorly after failure, especially if the task 
was sex-appropriate, better after success, but contrary to our expectations 
both men and women performed best when the task was sex-appropriate and no 
social comparison feedback was given. ^ Men's performance was outstanding 
when no comments were made evaluating their skill relative to that of other 
,men, but they believed that men in general were good at their task. Women 
also performed best when they thought the task was performed best by women^. 
althc**gh their performance was less outstanding. Again, the results appeared 
parallel whether S_*s best score or the sum of scores over the last five 
trials during practice was used as the measure of performance (F sex x sex- 
labeling x social comparison for S^'s Best score » £ (2, 71) « 3.80; £« .028; 
for sum of last five trials " 2.65; £ « .078). However, when the sum of Ss^ 

m 

scores over the last five trials was used as the measure, the sex difference 



^ The sex-labeling treatment, which was apparently an effective one could 
produce either a similar effect for both men and women or an^.effect which 
depended on S^'s sex. The former appear in data analyses as main effects 
of the sex-labeling treatment, and the latter as interactions involving 
sex and sex-labeling. We have referred to the former in the 'text as 
effects of sex-labeling. Results in which the effects for men receiving 
the masculine sex-labeling treatment parallel those for women receiving 
the feminine se^-labeling treatment are referred to as effects of sex- 
appropriateness. 



approached significance as in thts pre-fee'dback data, with men performing 
better than women (1, 71) « 3.97; £ « .051), and the interaction between 
sex and sex- labeling of task was significant at the 5% level (F (I, 71) • 
5.03; £ • .029) with both men and women performing better when the task was 
sex-appropriate. The results appear in Table 4. 

An analysis of covariance, using -S^s' pre-feedback performance level as 
the covariate,^ was performed on sums of scores over the last five practice 
trials. Ss^ performance during the postfeedback practice period, by this 
analysis also gave rise to a triple order interaction which was significant 
at the 5Z level (F (2, 70) - 3,62; p - .032), with both men and women 
improving most without social comparison feedback of any kind when the task 
was sex-appropriate for them, and least after failure^ especially when the 
task was sex-appropriate. 

Additional analyses were performed on scores on the final t'st trial, 
•""^ trial taken after S^s expressedj readiness to discontinue practice and take 
the final trial '^for the record". In contrast to the previous analyses of 
data relating to; the practice period, test trial scpres showed a large and 
significant main effect for sex (F (1, 71) » 16.0; £< .001) • The triple^ 
order interaction between sex of ^, sex-labeling of task, and social compari- 
son was also significant at the 5Z level, again with both men and women doing 
their best j^hen they had received no coment on their performance (F (2, 71) 
• 3.26; £ * .045). To determine the relationship between S^s* levels of 
performance during their practice and their performa ^ce on the final test 
trial, an analysis was conducted using S_s» test trial scores anci subtracting 
from them tite average ol Ss' last five trials before taking the test, during 
the practice period. The analysis showed a significant §ex difference, with 
men, on the average, shoving L-aprovement on the test trlral relative to their ' 



Table 4 



Average Performance of Men and Women on Labyrinth 
According to Social Comparison and Sex-Labetlng Treatments 



Sex-Labeling Treatment 
Social Cofflparlson Treatment 



Measure 



Best Scores during 
Practice 



Sex of 
Subject 



Masculine 



Feminine 



Success Failure No Coiinient 



Success Failure No Conment 



Men 
Women 



11. A 
11.1 



8.3 

10.7 



16.4 
7.9 



10.0 
10.9 



11.0 
8.3 



11.6 
J1.3 



Average Score for 
Last Five Practice 
Trials 



Flen 

Women 



5.8 
4 1 



4.7 
5.0 



&.1 
3.7 



4.2 
5.0 



4.7 
4.3 



4.7 
4.7 



'? 



ERIC 



'^2 



own performance during practice, while the perfortaance of women deteriorated 
(F (1, 71) * 8.71; £ - .005). Thise results are shown in Table 5, In fact, 
men performed more poorly on the average during the test trial than they had 
been performing in practice in only one experimental condition: when they 
had experienced- social comparison failure and the task was sex-appropriate* - 
Women performed mor^ poorly in the test trial than during practice in all 
conditions but one: when they received no feedback and the task was sex- 
appropriate* Thus, two separate effects were observed • The first was a 

differential effect according to sex-appropriateness of the task in which 

7 

both men and women protlted most from practice when they thought the task 
was one on which members of their sex did well, especially when they were 
given no other basis for evaluating the excellence of their performance 
relative to that of other men or wom^n. The second was a sex-dif f erentiated 
response to the stre'ss of performing "for the record'% a stress which 
apparently gave rise to unusual care and excellence for men but was disrup- 
tive to the p**rfonnance of women. 

Enjoyment, Efforts and Subjective Perforaance Evaiuatlons 

All S^s were asked to describe their reactions to the two tasks first, 

as they completed the initial practice periods on both the pursuit rotor 

and the lahyrinth and second, after the tasks weie finished and all test 

trials recorded. ♦ . 

Enjo^yment * Ratings of task enjoyment were analyzed first for sex 

differences and differences according to sex-labeling of the tasks before, 

social comparison feedback was introduced. Results s repeated measures 

^-^ — 

ANOVA showed two significant interactions: an' interaction between the order 
of -sex-labeling treatment and the task being rated such that whichever task 
was described as a task which men did well was seen as the more enjoyable 



Table 5 



Average Test Trial Scores and Average Differences between 
Practice and Test Trial Scores of Men and Women 



Se'x Labeling Treatt^nt 



Social Coaparlson Treatnient 



Measure 



Average Test Trial Score 



Sex of 
Subject 



Men 
Women 



Masculine 



Success Failure No CooMient 



7.6 
3.9 



3.7 
3.0 



11.3 
2.7 



Eetilnlne 



Success Failure Ho CtmienC 



5.6 
4.7 



6.8 
3.6 



6.4 
5.0 



Average Difference between 
Test Trial and Average 
Scores on Last Five 
Practice Trials 



Men 

Women 



1.8 . -1.0 3.1 
- .2 -2.0 -1.0' 



1.4 

- .3 



2-1 
- .7 



1.7 
.3 
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(F CI J 79) ■ 4.26; p - .035). The triple order interaction between sex, 
order of sex- labeling treatment, 'and task was also significant (F (1, 79) ■ 
5»0l; p>-.029). Average enjoyment ratings for men and women are shown in 
Table 6. The averages obtained indicate that the triple order interaction 
was primarily due to the ratings reported by women. The men liked the 
labyrinth somewhat better than^he pursuit rotor whatever -the 4li»x -labeling 
treatm^ent, but the women reversed their task preferences according to sex- 
labeling, preferring Whichever task was described as one men di^ well. 



Table 6 

Ratings of Task Enjoyment by Men and Women 
According to Sex-Labeling of Task 



Order of Sex-Labeling 
Treatment 



Pursuit Rotor: ^sculine 
Labyrinth: Feminine 



Pursuit Rotor 

Men Women 
51.3 60.2 



Labyrinth - 

Men Women 
55.8 33.4 



Pursuit Rotor: Fe^rtinine 
Labyr in t h : Mas cul ine 



57.8 44.3 



61.1 60.0 
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The addition of social comparison feedback also produced several near 
significant interactions which were consistent in natujre over both tasks. 
For the pursuit jo tor, social comparison success, failure, or no corment pro- 
duced much greater differentials in the enjoyability of the task when it was 
thought to be feminine than when it was masculine. Failure when the pursuit 
rotor was described as a task women did well rendered the pursuit rotor quite 
unenjoyable» but success niade for high enjoyability The interaction 
between s€:<-||?ropriatenes3 of the task and social comparison barely niissed 
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b'«iag significant at the 5% level (F (2, 73) • 3.12; p « .051). The inter--' 
action between sex and sex -labeling also approached significance, with 
iioaen being more affected by sex-labeling than men, or in other wordsi, 
abowtag the greater differences in reaction according to the sex-apprppriate- 
atM of the task. Their reaction was such that their enjoyment of the task 
MBA not impaired by failure, providM that the pursuit rotor had been ^ 
dei€i?ibed as a task perfoncal well by men. Kowever, when it had been 
described as a task done well by women, their lack of^ enjoyment was striking. 
Men did not reAct so differently after either success or failure (F (1, 73) • 
3.14; 2 • ,081). 

A siailar^ffect occurred on the labyrinth, with triple order inter- 
actions between sex, sex- labeling, and social comparison conditions 
approaching significance at the 5%' level by analysis of variance of final 
ratings of task enjoyment and by analysis of ccvariance using pre-feedback 
ratings of enjoyment as the covariate, (F (2, 71) » 3.08; p » .053; F (2, 70) 
3.030; £• *055, respectively). Average enjoyment ratings of both tasks 
appear in Table 7. Cn both tasks, enjoyment was more a function of social 
comparison when '.he sex- labeling the task was feminine, with failure 
making the task seem quite unpleasant and success making for increased 
pleasure. When the task labeling was masculine, success and failiijp^^eemed 



to make less difference. On the pursuit rot^, the effect was more pronounced 
for women, who appear to have been particularly responsive to social 
comparison failure, while on the labyrinth, the effect appeared more strongly 
for men, who appear to have been particularly responsive to success. 

Effort . Effort ratings were obtained only at the termination of practice 
on both tasks. Averages for experimental conditions are reported, in Table 8, 
For the pursuit rotor data, both the niain effect for comparison and 'the 
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Table 7 

* 

Ratings of Task Enjoyment by Men and Women after Social Comparison 
Treatment and Practice according to Experimental Condition 



Order of Sex-Labeling 
Treatment 



Pursuit Rotor: Masculine 
Labyrinth: Feminine 



Order of Social 
Comparison 



Success: Failure 
Failure : Success 
No Comment 



Pursuit Rotor 
Men Women 



48*9 

54.0 
56.3" 



57.1 
64a 
56,9 



Labyrinth 
Men Women 



48-4 58.7 
76-S 51.7 
54,1 66,7 



Pursuit Rotor: Feminine 
Labyrinth: liasculine 



Success : failure 
Failure: Success 
No Comment 



60,1 61.9 
53,0 32,6 
57.0 52.3 



64.4 66*6 
56.4 67*6 
69,1 65.0 



Table 8 

* 

Self-Ratings of Effort after Social Comparison Treatment 
and Practice according to Ex^>erimerital Condition 1 



Order IpOex-Labieling 
reat^oent 



Order :of Social 
Comparison 



Pursuit Rotor Lal^yrinth 



Pursuit Rotor: Masculine 
Labyritkh: ~ Feminine 




tbr: Feminine 
irth:\ Masculine 



Success : Failure 
Failure: Success 
No Comment 



Success : Failure 
Failure: Success 
No Comment 



66*9 
61.7 
52.9 



69.5 
48.8 
67.8 



64.4 

62.6. 

62.6 



72.5 
61.6 
76.9 
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interaction" between sex-labeling and social comparison produced differences 
significant at the 5% level (Social Comparison: ? (2/73) - 3.11; .043; 
Sex^Labeling x Social Comparison: F (2, 73) « 3.80; p = •027), ^The ' 
differences were^-such that the highest ratings of- effort were produced under 
success, the lowest under failure, and the interaction bant/een st)cial com- 
parison and labelling of^ sex-appropriateness was such that extremely low 
ratings of effort occurred when the rotor was described as a task on which 
women- did well but th^ £ hin (her) self was doing -poorly. 

Subjective Performance Evaluations . Men described themselves as making 
better progress in learning on both the pursuit rotor and the labyrinth than 
did women before social comparison standards were introduced (_F (1, 79) ■» 
"5.21; 2 = .026). In addition, both men and women described themselves as 
doing less well on the labj-rinth than on the pursuit rotor (? (1, 79) » 38.90; 
£ ^1 .001); (See -Table 9) - ' \ 

Table 9 

Men's and Wcaen^s St;l£-H.atings of Learning Progress 

on Pursuit Rotor and Labyrinth 

Pursuit Rotor Labyrinth 
Men 37.8 23.6 

Women 31.4 , 15.9 

' Social comparison introduced further differences, with negative feedback 
producing :narkedly lower self-evaluations (F (2, 73) = 4.76; 2. ^ •012 and 
£ (2, 71) - 7.37; £4^ .001 for nain effects of social comparison treatment on 
the pursuit rotor and labyrinth data respectively). The interaction between 
sex and social conparison rreatr.ent was also significant on the pursuit rotor, 
with failure "clearly being inora strongly reacted to by worsen than^by men 

3 
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(F (2, y) • 3,49; p - .036), For the labyrinth data, the taaln effect for 
sex' alsa^approached significance at the end of the task (F (xr 71) « 3,65; 
£ -a^JKl). The triple order interaction between sex, sex-labeling, and - 
social comparison also approached significance (£^(2, 71) * 2,69; £ * .076). 
The* nature of -the efiect was such that women described themselves as doing 
extremely poorly 'after social comparison failure, but not that much better 
after success — in fact, less well than if they were given no!" feedback whatever, 
and especially if they hau been t^id that the labyri^^th was a task women did 
well. Men described themselves is doing well after soc^l comparison success 
if the tas-k labeling was feminirie but also describee themselves as doing well 
if the task was described as a masculine one without social comparison feed- 
back. This was the condition in which perforniance records, in fact, 
demonstrated the best learning men. Average self-ratings at the conclusion 
of ^ach of the two tasks appear in Table 10. 

Table 10 

*^len's and Women^s Self -Ratings o£ Proficiency after Social Comparison 
liviatment and Practice According to Experimental Condition 



Order of Sex-Labeling Order of facial Pursuit Rotor Labyrinth 
Treat:aent ' Comparison 

Men Women Men Women 

Pursuit Rotor: Masculine 

Labyrinth: Feminine Success: Failure 43.9' 4(),6 21.1 11.0 

Failure: Success 48.1 24.9 48.0 23.3 

No Comment 33. i 49.3 20.3 35.3 

Pursuit Rotor: Feminine 

Labyrinth: Masculine Success: Failure 50.6 52.6 16.6 12.6 

Failure: Success 37.7 22.0 35.9^ 25.1 

No Comment 52.7 47.4 45.0 26.0 



Overall, t^e data on the two tasks were consistent, with sex 
differences in which men tend to race their progress better than women ap 



pearlng on both 'of the tasks. Social comparison effects were also consistent 
on the two tasks, with failure evoking a much stronger Reaction than success, 
especially on the part of wonien. ' In fact, the nea did not always describe 
theaselves as ujing less well after fail- :: than they did when no comment 
was made on their performance, while the women reacted by consistently giving 
themselves, low ratings after failure I at also tending to give themselves low 
ratings even after success. With one small' exception, women's best self- 
ratings appeared when no comment on their performance had been made. 

In an effort to determine whether the comparative lack of reaction of 
th^women to positive feedback or success on the labyrinth might not be a 

carryover from their previous failure experience on the pursuit rotor, 
# 

self-ratings of progress on the labyrinth before feedback were analysed by 
social comparison CQndition. The results of the analysis indicated that 
there was -a .strong pre-existing trend, confined to women, for individuals 
who, had received negative feedback on Che pursuit rotor to give themselves 
low ratings on the labyrinth before social ^comparison treatment. Average 
?elf-ratings by men and women before social comparison feedback on the 
labyrinth were as shovn in Table 11.- The F for the interaction between 
s^x and social comparison treati^ent vas 2.018 ( £ = .141). While non- 
s-ignitic^i.L, Lhe trend and its appearance in the treatment conditions which 
had just shown the strongest reaction to the previous failure feedback makes 
the interpretation of the women's reaction to the success treatment on the 
labyrinth equivocal in this data set. Wc-en's seemingly dampened reaction 
to success may have been due to carryoyer effects from the preceding part of 
the experiment. 
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Table 11 



Men*s and Women* s Self-Ratings of Learning Progress 
on Labyrinth before Social Comparison Treatment 



Order of Social Men Women 

Comparison 



^Su^Ms: Failure 20«0 '20.0 

Fal^re: Success 29,3 8.6 

No Coment 23,1 19.6 



Attributions of Perf omance and i:>f Success and Failure 
^ S_s were asked for their performance attributions, or for their best 
judgments as to determinants of performance four times — once on each task 
before E commented on the excellence or the poorness of their scores and once 
as the task was terminated. Five attributions vere possible; sex, task 
difficulty, natural aoility, effort, and luck. Table 12 shows the average 
attriljutioas to ^ch of the five possibilities made by S^s of each sex before 
receiving social comparison feedback, according to sex-labeling treatment. 

It had been hoped that the two tasks would show similar patterns of 
attribution before social comparison feedback. However, a repeated measures 
analysis of variance showed that two of the five possible attributions 
differed according to the task being described. Pursuit rotor performance 
was seen as more a reflection of natural ability than was performance on the 
labyrinth (F (1, 79) - 3.56; p - .063). Performance on the labyrinth was 
also seen as much more a function of luck than performance on the pursuit 
rotor (F (1, 79) - 30.85; j ^ .001). In view of the larger of the two 
differences, the attribution of perforr^nce on the labyrinth to luck, the 
application of the sex-labeling treatment to the two tasks could not be 
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Table 1 



Average Attributions of Performance on Pursui 



Attribution Order of Sex-Labeling Treatment 



Sex Pursuit Rotor: ^!ascullne 

Labyrinth: Feminine 
Pursuit Ro:-or: Feminine 
,^ Labyrinth: Masculine 

Task Difficulty Pursuit Rotor: Masculine 

Laby r inth : Feminine 
Pursuit Rotor: Feminine 
Labyrinth: Masculine 

Natural Ability Pursuit Rotor: Masculine 

labyiintU: Feminine 
Pursuit Rotor: Feminine 
Labyilnth: Masculine 

Effort Pursuit Rotor: Masculine 

l.abyrlnlh: Femlnlna 
Pursuit Rotor: Feminine 
Labyrinth: Masculine 

Luck Pursiit Kotor: Masculine 

Labyrinth: P'emlnlne 
Pursuit Rotor: Feminine 
Labyrinth; Masculine 



and Labyrinth by Men and Women 



Average Rating 
for Pursuit Rotor 



Men 



Women 



Average Rating 
for Labyrinth 



Men 



Women 



35.2 
A8.3 



18.6 
41.2 



AO. 3 
33.8 



23.6 
33.6 



■'8.6 
104.3 



97.1 
88.3 



81.0 94.3 
90.5 107.4 



111.8 
92.9 



99.8 
102.4 



103.5 
86. .9 



91.9 
86.9 



103.0 
70.7 



117. 1 
85.2 



80.8 
76.4 



103.8 
80.5 



30.5 
43.4 



26.0 
41.9 



53.3 
71.9 



46.9 
51.2 



regarded as equivalent to each other, and attribution data for the two tasks 
were analyzed separately. 

Analyses of attribution data before social comparison feedback for the 
"pursuit rotor showed that: (1) Men tended to credit more performance to sex 
than women (F^ (1, 81) • 3.93; £ « .051); (2) More performance was credited to 
sex when the pursuit rotor was described as a task which was performed well 
by vomen (F^ Clf 81) » 8.85; £ « .004); (3) Both men and women attributed more 
performance to task difficulty when the task was described as one usually 
performed better by members of the opposite sex (F^ Sex x sex-labeling « 
F (1, 81) * 4.45; £» .038); (4) More performance was credited to efffort 
when the pursuit rotor was described as a task perj^ormed well by men (F 
CI, 81) » 11.69; £- .001); and (5) More performance credited to luck 
when the pursuit rotor vas described as a task done well by women (1, 81) 
« 5,15; £ « .026). In sum, performance was seen to be^ more a function of 
effort when men^s performance vas thought to be usually superior to that of 
women. When women's performance vas thought; to be usually superior, both 
sex and luck were thought to pl^y a greater role, and members of both sexes 
attributed more performance to task difficulty when they were performing a 
task which they believed likely to be better performed by members of the 
opposite sex. 

Analysis of covar lance was used to test the significance of differences 
resulting from the addition of E's SQcial comoarison feedback. Two inter- 
actions between Ss^ sex and reactions to success and failure proved to be 
statistically significant in .this analysis. Men's attributions of performance 
to natural ability were either constant or somewhat increased after success 
or when no comment vas made on their performance, but were lowered after 
failure. Women's attributions to natural ability, ^In contrast, were lowered 
after either success or with no comment but were Increased after failure 

4 
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(F sex % social comparison - F (2, 72) ■ 3.29; p - .043). 

Attributions- tb effort shifted in an opposite manner for both sexes. 
Men lowered their attributions to effort if they "experienced success, but 
increased them if they experienced failure or if they received no feedback. 
Women again did the converse; their attributi9ns *of performance to effort 
were increased after success, reduced after failure, and were relatively 
similar to those of men only when they received no feedback, when they, 
like the men, increased their attributions of performance to effort with 
longer experience (F sex x social comparison - J| (2, 72) « 3,14; ^ « .049). 
Average attributions of perfo'rtnarxe to natural ability and to effort by men 
and by women according to social comparison treatment are shown in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Changes in Attributions of Pursuit Rotor . Performance to Natural Ability 
and Effort by Men and Women after Succeeding, Failing, or Receiving No Comment 

on Their Own Performance 



Social Comparison * Average Change In Attribution 
Treatment 

Natural Ability Effort 

Men Women Men Women 

Success .0 -18,6 -13.0 10.7 

Failure -14.6 8.2 8.2 *13.2 

No Comment ♦ 15.6 - 5,0 10.1 15.7 

Lastly, a main effect for sex-labeling treatment was obtained for 
attributions to luck. When the pursuit rotor was described as a task that 
men did well, attributions to luck were increased in the final measurement, 
whether the social comparison treatnient had been success, failure, or no^ 
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fcoment (F (I, 72) « 6.44; p - ,013). When the rotor was described as a task 
TOmen did well, attributions to luck were decreased, again whether the social . 
comparison treatment was success, failure, or no comment. The effect of the 
differential shift was such that when they first began co practice on the task, 
both men and women saw performance on the pursuit rotor as more a function of 
luck when it was described that women did it well. However, by the end of their 
task experience, sex-labeling no longer made a difference in perceptions^bf 
the Importance of luck (F (1, 73) « .012; £-> .50), However, there was a 
difference according to sex-labeling treatment in the process through which 
this relatively egalitarian perception was accomplished. Whereas the 
masculine performance was seen as aor^ due to luck as. time went on, the 
feminine performance was seen as more due to luck at the out^t, but less so 
after increased practice. 

Parallel analyses were carried out on data based on learning the 
labyrinth. Only one statistically significant difference emerged on all 
analyses: a main effect of sex- labeling such that when the labyrinth was 
described as a task which men ordinarily performed better than women, attri- 
butions to effort were lower as the task was concluded than they had been in 
the first, pre-feedback series of Judgments (F (1, 70) « 5*61; * .021). 
If the labyrinth was described as a task performed best by women, attributions 
to effort were increased with longer experience on the task. While on first 
thought, this result might appear to be inconsistent with other data — as, 
for example, with the fact that sex* labeling for the pursuit rotor produced 
a difference such that performance w?s seen as more strongly reflecting effort 
when the task was described as one which men did well— further reflection 
points to the apparent difference between the pursuit rotor and the labyrinth 
and to the subtlety of the attribution process. The difference on the pursuit 



ERIC 



rctor occurred after extremely limited experience with the task and before 
much could be Itsarned as to the likelihood of- learning progress; it would 
indicate. that male performance is considered to be contingent on effort on £ 
priori grounds. The nature of the labyrinth is such that almost all S^s make 
some progress in successive trials. jSs can. hardly fail to notice their own 
Improvement over time if they continul&..^taJractice. , Hence the increased 
attribution to effort in the final judgmenjjaight be taken to reflect a 
conviction that if performance on a feminine task improves, it is due to the 
effort expended. If so, the result is consistent with results obtained by 
others which indicate that effective performance by women is seen as a 
reflection of effort (Falbo, et al, 1976) and is the obverse of result from 
the pursftt rotor data that performance on feminine tasks is credited less 
to* "luck" as time goes and performance 'improves. 

The lack of significant differences in attributions from the data for 
the labyrinth is taken as an outgrowth of our failure to take into account 
the caution cited by Winer (1962, 1971, pp 517-518) in connection with order * 
or sequence effects. Cur S_s experienced the sex"labeling treatment on the 
labyrinth task iimediately after having experienced a task described in an 
opposite fashion, and x^ere asked to describe their* attributions on a device 
which elicited results vhich were correlated in successive measurements. As 
Winer notes, there is a strong possibility that practice, fatigue, transfer 
of training, or the like will become entangled with treatment effects in 
designs like ours. We are inclined to place more credence in the attribution- 
al data for the pursuit rotor than in the data from the labyrinth, which must 
be regarded as subject to the Mutions Winer raises. 
Masculinity, Fenininity and Androgy ny 

3ea*s Sex- Role Inventory, or the BSRI vas the measure of sasculinity 



and femininity used in the present study. The scoring method described by 
Bern and Watson (1976) was used to yield a four-fold classification of Ss high 
in both maxculinity and fenininicy (considered androgynous), high in masculinity 
but low In femininity (considered masculine). High in femininity but low in 
masculinity (considered feminine), or low in both (considered undifferentiated). 
The recommended scoring procedure involves scoring the dimensions of masculinity 
and femininity, classifying Ss as above or below the median .within the 
sample tested on each of the two dimensions, and establishing the four-fold 
classification. As applied to the particular sample of volunteers recrtiited 
for the present e:<perinent, however, the scoring method yielded suprising\ 
results in relation to S^s,\race, It will be remembered that black volunteers 
were unevenly divided as to sex, wich.mci^e black women represented among 
the volunteers than black men, THe racial composititm of the four-fold 
classification was obviously uneven. Numbers of black arid white men and 
women classified as Androgynous, Masculine, Feminine, and Undifferentiated 
are show^ in Table 14, It is clear that the black women differed from the 
white women in the likelihood of being classified as Feminine and Masculine: 
while the majority of the black women were either Androgynous or Masculine, 
none of the white voaen were classiried as Masculine and over 40% were 
Feminine. majority of the members of the Undifferentiated quadrant were 

white men. 

To explore further the nature of the difference between the black and 
the white £s, analyses of variance of mean differences between black and 
white men and women were computed separately for the two dimensions Masculin- 
ity and Femininity. These averages are sho^^.Ti in Table 15. The difference 
between blacks and whites on the dimension of Masculinity is significant at 
the 5% level, with both black women and black men scoring higher on the 



Table U 



Classification of Sjs on Bern Sex-Role Inventory According to Race and Sex 



Sex Role Inventory Classification 



Androgynous (High Masculine- 
High Feminine) 



Blacks 
Hen Women 

2 8 



Whites 
Men Wonen 

4 10 



Masculine (High Masculine- 
Low Feminine) 



14 



Feminine (Lew Masculine- 
High Feminine) 



10 



Undifferentiated (Low Masculine 
Low Feminine) 



N 



2 

19 



15 
38 



3 
23 
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Table 15 



Average Masculinity and Femininity Scores of 
Black and White Men and Women 

Bern Sex-Role Inventory Scale Blacks Whites 





Men 


Women 


Men 


Women 


Masculinity 


5.5 


5.0 


■ 4.9 


4.7 


Femiainicy 


4.7 


5.0 


4.5 


5.1 


N 


5 


19 


38 


23 



average than white women or white man (F (1, 81)«4.51;p» .037). Sex 
differences are not statistically significant (F (1, 81) » 2.96; p » .09). 
On the diaenslon^of Femininity, sex differences are larger and highly 
significant with both black and white women clearly describing themselves as 
more feminine than either black or white men> and the race difference does 
not approach significance iZ sex « £(1, 81) » 12.40; £ « .001; F race « F 
(1, 81) • .05; £^ > .5(). The preponderance of black women classified as 
Androgynous stems from their Masculinitv scores which do tend to be higher 
than those of the white men in this particular sample of undergraduate 
students, *A±le the relatively low Masculinitv scores of the^Vhite men 
leads to their classification as Undifferentiated. 

It might be n€ted that the white men of this sample are not deviant or 
unusual in their self-descriptions. In fact, the average Masculinity score 
for white men In this sample, 4*,9, is^almost exactly the same as 'the median 
given by 3em and Watson (19^ ) for their standardization sample of , Stanford 
undergraduates, 4,39* Presumbly, the Stanford sample was predominantly 
white. It appears to be the, black women who. introduced the, unusual element 
in the present sample, and the data would indicate that there is a good 
possibility that black culture accentuates some traits considered masculine 
in American society at large in both men and women. , ^ ^ 

The existence of differences- bejcveen blacks and whites in their sex-role 
concepts is confirmed* by race differences in attributions to sex. In the 
course of £he experiment, all Ss had .four opportunities , to use sex as an 
explanation for performance on each dt the tasks they had^ undertaken to learn 
two of thim before receiving any feedback on their own personal level of 
skill as compared with chat of other Ss. Ten of, the 8' S_s gave sex no 
credence whatsoever as a determinant of performance; of the ten, seven wesi 



black ,( including one of the five black men) . Average attributions to sex 
fron the two pre-f eedback ratings 'on the two tasks are- shown in Table 16. It 
appears that vhat had seemed to be a difference between men and women was 
actually largely a difference based on race in which black men and women 
shared a tendency to make lower attributions to sex than white men and women 

(F (1, 79) « 5.196; £ « .026). The difference between men and women was 

y 

both smaller and non-significant (F (1, 79) - .688; £ » .410) as compared 
with the difference based on race. The seemingly higher attributions to sex 
of the men in the overall sample was actually du^ to the higher proportion of 
white men than of white women among our volunteers. The remainder ot the 
attributional data was inspected for similar differences, but only attri- 
butions to sex showed such striking race differences* 

Table 15 

Average AttributioQS to Sex by Black and White Men and Women • 



Sex of Subject Blacks N Whites N 

Men. 27.5 5 40.6 36 

Women ' 19.3 19 37.4 23 



DISCUSSION 

Results are discussed under three general sections. In the first, we 
are interested in the relationship between perfonaance, as it was objectively 
obaerved and recorded by our E^, and men's and women's subjective evaluations 
of their own capabilities at our two tasks, lu the second, we are interested 
in men's and women's enjoyment of their learning experience at the tasks and 
in their attributions of performance, or in their beliefs as to the variables 
underlying performance effectiveness at the tasks. The third section is 
concerned with the results on differences between blacks and whites and on 
relationships between race differences and sex differences. 

Performance and Self-Evaluations of Abilities . Results provide little 
support for the hypothesis that men and women would be differentially sus- 
ceptible to social comparison information as compared with task feedback. 
Both men and women gave clear indications of reacting to social comparison 
success or failure, whenever it was a\ailable, judging fx ~ goal setting 
behavior on the pursuit rotor. Both men and women also- reacted in the 
same way to negative cominents on. their skill in 1 "ning the labvrinth, 
as well as to sex-labeline. Individuals of both sexes showed better 
learning when no comments on their progress had been offered, and - 
perfornied more poorly when their progress was criticized, especially 
when they belie%^ed other members of their own sex could perform well. 

However parallel the objective performance^ecords of men and women, 
they clearly :\terpr^;ted the situation differentlv and felt differentlv abov : 
their progress. The men showed little evidence of belief in E's critical 
cctnments on their rate of learning. By the end of their practl- , men who 
had been told that their pursuit rotor performance was unusually poor were 



describing their progress as positively as the men who had been told it was 
good, especially if they believed men in general were good at their task. 
Thus, men gave evidence of the ''defensive bias*' described and reported by 
Nicholls (1975) in grade school boys insofar as , their p"er;:eptions of their 
progress were concerned: negative feedback had no measured effect^ on men's 
judgment of how good their performance* was even i'few minutes .later . 

Men's attributions of pe^'formance to effort and ability after sqpcess 
and failure showed a similar bias. Men saw pursuit rotot performance as more 
responsive to effort if their performance .was criticized; such a view^is 
consistent both with the acceptance of criticism and with reviewing or 
dismissing criticism in the light of new experience even when the new ex- 
perience is brief. Men also thought performance reflected more "rJktural 
ability" when they were praised. Both percept ions *wOuld justify a sanguine 
evaluation of their own abilities- If performance reflects "natural ability" 
when it is good, but is a function .of effort rather than ability when it is 
bad,*their evaluations of their own perforaaace capability can be supported 
by only the positive informatiJn. The fact that there were sex differences 
in the pattern of change after success and failure is confirmation of Nicholl 
',(1975); men seem to possess ac ability to absorb feedback selectively that 
women do not share. 

Behaviorally, on the other hand, the men did not practice as long as the 
women, and in actual fact, the women's performance improved more than the 
men's in the course of the experiment, Both men's and women's cognitions 
were somewhat out qWine with their behavior; while the men's attributions 
to effort and ability would seem to justify niore effort on their part, 
especially when, they were failing, in fact, their effrrt did not increase. 
And while the women's beliefs would be consistent with giving up and failing 
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to practice, in fact they di4 put out more effort than the men and actually 
succeeded in reducing the sex differential in performance by the end of the 
tasks • 

Nevertheless, the women continued to believe that their performance was 
poor if they had been criticized, even after their more extended practice. 
There 'was some indication that women who had been" told they were poor at the 
pursuit rotor continued to believe that they were poor, on our second task. 
Thus, the women^s reaction to criticism was both more severe and longer . 
lasting than that of the men. 

The vromen also showed actual disruption in their ability to perform well 
on the te-Jt trial at the end of their practice on the labyrinths They failed 
to do as well when they were being tested as they had just demonstrated they 
could -o when they were only practicing, while the men demonstrated the 
reverse effect, and in fact, some men did better during the test than they 
had ever done previously. The direction of the practice test differential 
is a behavioral conf ir:nation of Nichoil*s finding that girlrs felc worse than 
boys when chey were told they were about to do an important test-. Our women 
were not asked to describe their feelings, but they actually did worse. . ' 

However, !Iicholls interprets the effect to be a result of sex dif f eren<-eTx 
in attributional patterns, with boys being more likely than girls to exert 
extra effort when* they were failing. Our results provide no confirmation for 
this interprecation. Our results are more consistent with the supposition 
that there are sex differences In the capacity for mastering the stress 
associated with the testing situation in this type of task. The women's 
relatively poor perforniance on the test as compared with their performance 
while they were practizing indicates that the process of testing produced 
an effect which ':::ade fc- t.ieir perrorming verse than usual, and which 
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underestimated their level of proficiency. The evaluation setting actually 
enhanced the performance of the men- 

The effect, and the conditions under which it was elicited, parallel 
the conditions cited by Wine (1971) in connection with the arousal of tfest 
anxiety. Wine conjectured and reviewed literature^in support of the thesis 
tha-t the attentional focus of high and low test-anxious persons differs in 
the testing situation; highly anxious individuals divide their attention 
between the task at hand and distracting, task-irrelevant worries^ relating 
to their own somatic symptoms and self ^-evaluation. Low test-amcious 
individuals have their interest and motivation aroused in evaluative 
situations and do their best. .While test anxiety is ordinarily construed 
tc^be an individual*dif f erence variable, the conditions of the present 
experisxent were such as 'to present, in sequence, a non-evaluative f fallowed 
by an evaluative performance measurenent setting to both men and women. Under 
these conditions, the men did better when they were performing under evalua- 
tive conditions than they did while they vere practicing while the women did 
the reverse. 

The differences becveen experimental conditions during the practice 
trials on the labyrinth suc^gest that Wine's interpretation may apply to the 
process of learning to perfcra well on the labyrinth as well as to -final _ 

perforaanca evaluations. Both of our experimental treatments--social compari- 

* 

son success and failure and sex-lai^eling cf tasks — were such as to lead to 
differential attention to the process of evaluation* Attention to evaluation 
might be expected to be at its maximum after feedback indicating poor progress, 
especially if the task is one which other members of one's own sex can do well. 
On the other hand, in the absence of social comparison feedback, information 
that most JDCher members of one's own sex do well at the ta$k one is attempting 
is reassuring. Both men and vomen, especially the men, demonstrated their 
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best learning under the most reassuring, least evaluative conditions, ^nd 
their poorest learning when a negative evaluation had already been offered. 
The sex differences in learning rates on the labyrinth are unfortunately 

« 

unincerpretable in^ that one cannot say whether or not women might demonstrate 
as outstanding progress in learning as the men in the no comment, sex- 
appropriate condition on a task which was easier for them. The sex 
differences 'in favor of the men on both of our tasks indicate -that the tasks 
were actually easier for the men than for the women. Other investigations 
have^.probabl-y reported more" correlations between test anxiety and performance 
measures for males than for females CSarason, Davidson, Lighthall, Waite, and 
Ruebush, 1960; Cotler and "Palmer, 1971). However^ the present study differs 
'*fron most other studies in two ways. Anxiety, under the present conditions, 
would have to be construed as a state rather than a trait measure, and most 
other studies have not attempted to look at the same person's performance 
.under anxiety aroused and non-aroused conditions. Secondly, the majority of 
other studies have considered intellectual or siiholastic tasks. It might be 
that motor jjerformance tasks involve skills at which males have a natural 
advantage and/or previous learning experiences which reverse the situation 
for intellectual or scholastic tasks, at which females seem to have the 
advantage of earlier maturation at younger age levels • 

Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that men rather than women demonstrated 
their most outstanding learning under the conditions where social comparison 
Standards for self -evaluation vere never introduced. Social comparison theory 
would predict that failure, phrased in social comparison terms, would elicit _ 
the most prolonged practice, especially on sex-appropriate tasks (Festinger-, 
1954). It had been expected that rr*en, rather than vomer., would be ziore 
responsive to social comparison standards (Kipnis, 1974). Not only did men 



fail to practice longer than usual under the conditions of social comparison 
failure; the men, as well as the women, profited the least from the length 
of time they did practice. 

, Conversely, men showed their best learning under conditions which might _ " 
?t^*thought to involve the greatest resemblance to those eliciting "inner 
direction" rather than evaluation pressure. The nature of the labyrinth task 
was sucV that all who attempted "it were automatically involved and attentive 
to their own progress In learning. On the labyrinth, both men and women, but 
especially the men, did their be^t where neither success nor failure had been 
specified in social comparison tenns, and where tt was necessary for them to 
assess their own'progress through autonomous standards* Indications were that 
either success or failure feedback served to distract Ss* attention frgm task 
parameters which served them veil in learning. ^ t^at had -been anticipated as 
a control condition, where social comparison standards were never mentioned, 
in fact proved to be the learning condition under which the best progress in 
learning took place* 
Enjoyment and Attributions 

An important key to women's involvtnent in the iWming of tasks like 
"those of our experiment would appear to be sex-labeling, with women, perversely 
being more attracted to tasks at which men were thought to excel than to 
tasks better perfor:;ied by the'ir own sex. Women began both tasks liking them 
Better when they had been described as ta^sks men did well. Their enthusiam 
was not even diizmed by social comparison failure, provided that the task had 
been described as one men wer^" good at* Women's evaluation of their progress 
in learning indicated acceptance and belief in E's description of how well 
chey were doing, irrespective of sex-labeling treatment. Their enjo\-nent or 
their pleasure in the tasks, on the other hand, was a function of sex^labeling 
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rather than of their own progress or their perception of their own progress. 

Furthenaore, indications also were that the women's per£6rmance was less 
affected by criticism or failure when thV^task had been described as one men 
did well than when it was described as one women did well. When tasks were 
described as jobs well done by women, both men and women reacted by reporting 
less enje^yment, if they thought their own performance was poor. The women 
were especially susceptible to this effect. Women tolerated criticism better 
and enjoyed both tasks more when the tasks had been described as jobs well 
done by men. 

As for the men, only their actual performance after failure appeared to 
suffer when tasics were given masculine sex"labeling. Their evaluations of 
their- own learning progress were relatively impervious to failure feedback. 
Men's performance in general was such that they appeared better defended 
than the women — better able to perform when being tested, and less willing 
to conclude thatlihey were slow at learning even after criticism. 

The key to the differences between men and women in their enjoyment of 
the two tasks, as well as their self-evaluations of their progress in learning, 
seems to lie in the process of attribution. Attributions, like enjoyment, 
* seemingly were a function of sex- labeling, but whereas most of the differences 
in enjoyment according to sex- labeling were most sharply experienced by women, 
both men and women saw our tasks differently depending on which sex was 
thought CO be better at performing- them. Furthermore, the majority of th^ 
differences. in perception antedated men's and women's first experiences and 
reactions to feedback describing their own personal success or failure. They 
occurred after extremely limited experience with the pursuit rotor, and demon- 
strated sharp differences according to sex- labeling which seemingly featured 
biases shared, by both sexes. Performance on the pursuit rotor was seen as much 
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more heavily dependent on effort when the rotor had been described as a task 
men did well. If it had been described as a task women did well, performance 
.was seen as dependent to a greater extent on sex or luck. Both men and women 
saw performance on the rotor as more a function of task difficulty when it 
had been described as a task better done by members of the opposite sex^ . 

The first conclusion would seem to be that men and women share a tendency 
to view tasks as intrinsically different when the task has been se>r typed. 
Accordingly, while much interest has centered on sex differences in attri- 
butions of success and failure, it may be that more attention should be paid 
to sex-typing of tasks rather than sex differences in attribution. Further- 
more, it might also be the case that personal success or failure is but a 
small component of what -are felt to be the real determinants of performance 
effectiveness. 

The natuiie of the differences which appeared also do much to explain 
women* 5 seeming atttaccion to opposite sex activities* The one attribution, 
effort, seen to be most demanded for effective performance of the masculine 
task is cited as the attribution most important for affective response to 
success or failure (Weiner, 1972). Maximum pride in success is experienced 
by the actor when he views performance as a reflection of effort. Sex and 
luck are both thought to be circumstances beyond the controi of the actor 
and undeser^/ing of either reward or punishment. Accordingly, through 
participation in tasks sex-typed as masculine, women gain the possibility of 
reward* That they risk failure may seen less damaging to them Chan failure 
in tasks sex -typed as feminine; so long as they attempt men*3 work, less may 
well 'be expected of them, by themselves as veil as by others* Confining 
themselves to *'women*s work'* r.eans only that they receive neither credit 
nor blame, 

f:.j 
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Mascullnlty^Femlninlty and Race 

The unanticipated sex difference in race- is a factor which confounds 
interpretation of sex differences in the present sample. From the data 
obtained', it is ambiguous whether the sane sex differences would have been 
found had the womer* as well as the men been predominantly white, or had it 
been possible to obtain data from a larger number of black men as well as 
black women. Both of our E$ were also white women; there is an additional* 
possibility that race differences and/or sex differences were in part a 
function of examiner or interviewer bias. 

However, the differences between men and women in our sample were not ^ 
of the kind usually associated with supposed lower self assurance or greater 
defensiveness on the part of blacks. Blacks of both sexes described them- 
selves as nore masculine, and therefore, as more assertive, more aggressive, 
more competitive, and generally, as possessing more of the qualities assoc- 
iated with stereotypic masculinity than did whites of either sex. Spence, 
Helmreich and Stapp (1975) concluded that self*ratings of sex-related 
attributes could be accorded the same degree of confidence as other self 
report measures. If their conclusion is extended to this sample, the result 
would indicate that the black women were in fact more aggressive, self- 
assertive, competitive, etc., than were many of the white men* 

The result, therefore, might shed much light on the dynamics of 
situations where blacks and whites of both sexes contact and interact with 
each other — as for example, in colleges or universities like Temple or within 
work and military organizations. Spence, et al. (1975) reported that the 
highest self-esteem on a scale designed to measure self-confidence and 
competence in interpersonal situations, was had by individuals who were 
categorized as androgynous on their measure of masculinity-femininity. The 
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association between self-esteem and masculinity was particularly strong. 
If both findings and interpretations are generalized to" our sample, the most 
confident* most androgynous individuals to participate in the experiment 
should be found among the black women. 

Sem (1975) demonstrated that androgynous individuals of both sexes 
tend to shov more "feminine" behaviors than nonandrogynous individuals in 
a situation designed to elicit that type of response, but more "masculine" 
responses in a situation in which those behaviors were appropriate. In other 
words, androgynous individuals were capable of both types of responses and 
behaved appropriately according to the nature of the situation. 

Accordingly, cur results would suggest that it may be of the greatest 
importance to" first verify or replicate our finding. Secondly, replication 
and further investigation or Bern's findings as to the situational specificity 
of appropriately "masculine" or "feminine" behavior is also in order. Should 
it be found chat androgynous individuals do behave appropriately in 
situations deemed important for orjanizational functioning, black women might 
be considered to constitute a population resource whose importance has not 
been properly appreciated. 

Race and Sex, Self-£steem> and Self-confidence 

The self-assertive and confident self-descriptive data from the 3SRI, 
the denial of the impact of sex on performance from the attribution data, 
Interviewers' impressions, and some explicit comments from interviews all 
contrast with the performance data from the labyrinth task, in which there ^ 
were no apparent differences between black women and white women in perfor- 
niance in the test setting; the effect of testing was negative for both* A 
recent review docunients the ambiguity surrounding attempts to specify the 
similarities and differences between black women and white women, and the 
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extent to which the achievement behavior of black women can be described as 
dependent on their sex or on their race (Murray and Mednick, 1977). Hurray 
and Mednick describe much of the data as ambiguous and inconsistent, and 
there are a great many parodoxes. 

Our study is no exception. There are at least three potential explana- 
tions of our data. One is that the kinds of data which point to assertive, 
confident behavior on the part of black women all involve verbal report and 
self-description, not behavioral data. Murray and Mednick noted that black 
women have often been depicted as aggressive, independent, and assertive. 
Our data indicate that they are not only seen by others in this way — they 
see themselves and present themselves in the same fashion* It is still 
possible that the assertive stance is only a posture, and that in actual 

m 

fact, black women as veil as white women are equally likely to lack self" 
confidence, and consequently co perform more poorly than usual under stressful 
conditions. 

A second possibility is that the numbers of black and white women 
involved in the study were too small to reveal actual differences dependent 
on race rather t,han sex. The fact that there were a disproportionate number 
of black women but not^ of black men among our volunteers results in a real 
confounding of sex with race as a variable under study. Given the kind of 
differences between blacks and whites that appeared, it is possible that our 
failure tab find sex differences in reliance on task feedback, as compared with 
reliance on social comparison, resulted from the racial composition of our 
particular sample. The conditions thought to bring about greater reliance 
on social comparison as a method of self-evaluation are greater reliance 
on peer groups than on parental figures as socializing Influences, more 
frequent exposure to competitive conditions in vhich self-evaluation occurs 
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tl>/ough comparisons of performance, and less frequent adult contact in 
/which verbal exchange between adult and child is used directly as the 
means of teaching (Kipnis, 1974). Black women may actually be more 
similar Co men than to white women in these respects, and some of the 
sex differences we anticipated and did not find may have resulted from 
the racial composition of our sample of volunteers. 

Thirdly, black culture may very well depart in some ways, but by 
no means all, from the ways of Western society at large. The tendency to 
describe themselves in a more "masculine" fashion than whites was shared 
by black men and black women, as was the deemphasis on sex as an explana- ^ 
tion of task performance. Both differences point to a greater valuation 
of the qualities associated with masculinity in black culture than in white, 
and CO a lesser emphasis on sex differences in work perfornance. However, 
there is still no guarantee of Che actual experiences necessary to obtain 
mastery over such stresses as that associated with our "testing" situation 
on the labyrinth task. Here, the white men had an asseC that Che women i£ 
either race did noC have; ic may be thac black men, whom we had very lictle 
opportunity Co obsen.-e, would have had as much difficulcy as Che women in 
the cest sicuaCion, and chat Che sex differences we did observe resulced 
from Che presence of aore blacks aaone the women than among the men in our 
sample. .\ny decision as Co which ir.CerpretaCion is Tr.osC correct musc be 
based on data beyond ChaC provided by our sCudy. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

College men and women denonstrated best learning of a motor skills task 
in a learning situation tn which no evaluative comments » either positive or 
negative, were made on their learning progress while they were attempting to 
learn, and they also believed that most other members of their own sex were 
able to perforTii the task well. Both men and women performed poorly if their 
learning progress was criticized, especially if they believed that other 
members of their own sex were able to perform the task well. However, men*s 
self-appraisals of their progress in learning at the end of the tasks did not 
show long range conscious acceptance of information criticizing their learning 
progress. Men decreased the extent to which they believed performance 
reflected ability if their own rate of learning had been criticized* Women 
did not show the saae bias, and also showed evidence of a more severe and 
longer lasting reaction to criticism of their learning progress. 

Men and women. reacted differently to a test situation as compared to 
practice trials. Men performed better when they believed they were bein? 
tested than they did while they were practicing, while women performed more 
poorly. 

Women enjoyed learning tasks which they had been told men usually per- 
former^ better than women; they enjoy^ learning the same tasks less when 
they were told women were likely to be good at them. Men did no€ show less 
pleasure in learning tasks that had been described to them as tasks women 
did well. Both tnen *and wozen saw a task described to them as a task men were • 
good at as ziore responsive to effort for good performance. If the same task 
was described as oae wotnen were good at, it was seer as more dependent^ on 
luck. The perception that perfonnance on the 'S.asculine'* task was more 
dependent on effort is in accord with the women's tendency to eniov learning 
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and performing tasks more when they believed men were likely to be more 
proficient. The perception is also in accord xd.th a belief that masculine 
Casks are intrinsically more challenging* 

Both black men and women and white men and women participated in the 
experiment; however, more black women than black men volunteered as £s. While 
the different proportions of blacks among th^ men and women make for diffi- 
culties in interpreting some of the sex differences obtained in the study, 
race differences ia sex-role related personality traits were among the more 
interesting results. Black men and women described themselves in a more 
"masculine" fashion on the Bern Sex-Role Inventory than did white men and 
women* Race differences in sex-role perceptions and behavior should be 
followed in further research, particularly to test behavioral correlates of 
sex-role related salf-percepticns among black men and vomen as compared with 
those of whites. 
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APPENDLX A 



SUBJECIS' SEX A:m RACE ACrnpnTNG TO S:C?ERI^f^ITAT. rnvnrTTn^T 
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